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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 , 4, 7, 1 0, 1 3-1 5, 20-21 , and 24-29 are pending. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to the prior art rejections of the claims have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject matter 
which the applicant regards as his invention. 



4. Claims 1,4,7,10,1 3-1 5, 20-21 , and 24-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 



5. Claim 1 recites, "the request for full authentication." The term "full" is a relative 
term which renders the claim indefinite. The term is not defined by the claim, the 
specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, 
and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope 
of the invention. That is, the claim does not recite any other type of 
authentication (e.g. "partial") nor does it define or limit in any way the term "full" 
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to a type of authentication. Thus, the claim is rendered indefinite by the relative 
term "full," as is scope cannot be reasonably ascertained. 



6. Claims 15, 20, and 21, recite apparatus performing various steps. According to 
the MPEP 2106(IV)(B), "[n]ote that an apparatus claim with process steps is not 
classified as a "hybrid" claim; instead, it is simply an apparatus claim including 
functional limitations." Further, "[w]hile features of an apparatus may be recited 
either structurally or functionally, claims directed to an apparatus must be 
distinguished from the prior art in terms of structure rather than function" and 
"apparatus claims cover what a device is, not what a device does." See MPEP 
2114. See also MPEP 21 1 1 .04 ("Claim scope is not limited by claim language 
that suggests or makes optional but does not require steps to be performed, or 
by claim language that does not limit a claim to a particular structure"). 

Thus, because the claims are apparatus claims, those functional limitations 
may simply be ignored because they do not limit the apparatus to a particular 
structure. Therefore, it is unclear what is the actual structure of the apparatus is 
and thus what the applicant intends to limit the claim to. 



7. As to claims 4, 7, 13, 15, and 20, they are rejected by the same rationale set 
forth in claim 1's rejection and further claim's 10, 14, 21 and 24-29 are rejected 
due to their dependence on the rejected claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



9. Claims 1 , 4, 7, 1 0, 1 3-1 5, 20-21 , and 24-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) 
as being unpatentable over O'Neill (US Pub. No. 2003/0176188) in view of 
Westerdal (US Pub. No. 2002/0133719). 

10. As to claim 1, O'Neill discloses a method, comprising: 

receiving a request for full authentication of a terminal ([0031], lines 1-8, every 
mobile device (terminal or end node) will have a home AAA server (see Fig. 1), 
at this home AAA server will be stored service profiles that inherently require full 
authentication of that particular mobile device); 

transmitting to the terminal a reauthentication identity including a unique 
realm name uniquely identifying an authentication server ([0053], lines 13-17, the 
NAI (reauthentication identity) of any end node (terminal) includes a realm name 
and identifies the home authentication server; it is essential that the realm name 
is transmitted to the mobile device); 
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receiving a request for reauthentication from the terminal, the request for 
reauthentication including the reauthentication identity including the unique realm 
name uniquely identifying the authentication server ([0053], lines 13-23, any end 
node (terminal) sending an authentication request identifying its home 
authentication server (via a "reauthentication identity") reads upon "a request for 
reauthentication" as the end node was previously authorized by it's home 
authentication server, as that server stores it's service profile); 

wherein the request for reauthentication is routed to the authentication server 
according to the unique ream name included in the request for reauthentication 
([0053], lines 16-23). 

But, O'Neill may not explicitly disclose the transmission to the terminal of the 
reauthentication identity is in response to the request for the full authentication of 
terminal. Rather, O'Neill simply discloses the terminal has a reauthentication 
identity and is full authenticated, but is silent in regards to the order in which 
those steps occur. 

However, Westerdal discloses transmitting a reauthentication identity to a 
terminal in response to an authentication request ([0037], client receives a new 
APID which identifies the authentication server (see for example, [0036], lines 5- 
9); further this is a reauthentication identity as it is used in subsequent 
authentications as described in [0036], i.e. if the cookie contains a known APID 
has already gone through the processes described in [0037])). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of O'Neill and Westerdal because 
the substitution of one known element (i.e. Westerdal's method of providing a 
reauthentication identity) for another would have yielded predictable results (fast 
reauthentication for network devices, i.e. the end result of both Westerdal and 
O'Neill) to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

1 1 . As to claims 4, 7, 13, 15, and 20, they are rejected by the same rationale set 
forth in claim 1's rejection. 

12. As to claim 10, O'Neill discloses a system comprising: 

a first authentication server configured to receive a request for full 
authentication of a terminal ([0031], lines 1-8, every mobile device (terminal or 
end node) will have a home AAA server (first authentication server) (see Fig. 1), 
at this home AAA server will be stored service profiles that inherently require full 
authentication of that particular mobile device), and configured to transmit to the 
terminal a reauthentication identity including a unique realm name uniquely 
identifying the first authentication server ([0053], lines 13-17, the NAI 
(reauthentication identity) of any end node (terminal) includes a realm name and 
identifies the home authentication server; that realm name inherently is 
transmitted to the mobile device); and 
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a second authentication server configured to receive a request for 
reauthentication from the terminal, the request for reauthentication including the 
reauthentication identity including the unique realm name identifying the first 
authentication service ([0053], lines 13-23, any end node (terminal) sending an 
authentication request identifying its home authentication server (via a 
"reauthentication identity") to a visited AAA server (second authentication server) 
reads upon "a request for reauthentication" as the end node was previously 
authorized by it's home authentication server, as that server stores it's service 
profile), and configured to route the request for reauthentication to the first 
authentication server according to the unique realm name identifying the first 
authentication server ([0053], lines 16-23). 

But, O'Neill may not explicitly disclose the transmission to the terminal of the 
reauthentication identity is in response to the request for the full authentication of 
terminal. Rather, O'Neill simply discloses the terminal has a reauthentication 
identity and is full authenticated, but is silent in regards to the order in which 
those steps occur. 

However, Westerdal discloses transmitting a reauthentication identity to a 
terminal in response to an authentication request ([0037], client receives a new 
APID which identifies the authentication server (see for example, [0036], lines 5- 
9); further this is a reauthentication identity as it is used in subsequent 
authentications as described in [0036], i.e. if the cookie contains a known APID 
has already gone through the processes described in [0037])). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of O'Neill and Westerdal because 
the substitution of one known element (i.e. Westerdal's method of providing a 
reauthentication identity) for another would have yielded predictable results (fast 
reauthentication for network devices, i.e. the end result of both Westerdal and 
O'Neill) to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

13. As to claims 27 and 29, O'Neill discloses a method for use by a terminal, they are 
rejected by the same rationale set forth in claim 10's rejection 

14. As to claim 24, O'Neill discloses wherein the authentication network element is 
an authentication server (Fig. 5, label 114). 

15. As to claim 25, O'Neill discloses wherein the authentication network element is a 
proxy server (Fig. 5, label 135). 

16. As to claim 26, O'Neill discloses wherein the authentication network element is a 
service access point for authentication by an authentication server (Fig. 5, label 
128). 
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17. Claims 14 and 21, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over O'Neill in view of Westerdal as applied to claims 13 and 20 above, and in 
view of Barriga-Caceres et al (US Pub No. 2003/0163733), hereafter "Barriga." 

18. As to claims 14 and 21 , O'Neill and Westerdal do not explicitly disclose wherein 
the means for transmitting to an authentication network element a request for 
reauthentication using the reauthentication identity including the unique realm 
name includes the reauthentication identity in an identity response packet 
according to an Extensible Authentication Protocol. 

However, Barriga discloses an authentication system (Abstract) that utilizes 
an Extensible Authentication Protocol ([0101]). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of O'Neill and Westerdal with 
Barriga in order to utilize a well-known protocol in the art that would allow 
O'Neill's system to be compatible with other, already deployed, systems. 

Conclusion 

19. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas J. Dailey whose telephone number is 
571-270-1246. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday; 
9:00am - 5:00pm. 
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20. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thu Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-6967. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

21 . Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/T. J. D.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2452 

/DOHM CHANKONG/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2452 



